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[L Basi s of the report 

1 1. With regard to the elements of the international application:*" 
j_] the international application as originally filed 
the description: 



I International application No. 

PCT/EP2003/014122 




the claims: 
pages 



, filed with the letter of 



, as originally filed 
, filed with the demand 



pages 



1-11 



, as originally filed 



' 38 "n*** (together with any statement under Article 19 

, filed with the demand 




» as originally filed 

, filed with the demand 



□ the sequence listing part of the description: 
pages 
pages 
pages 



„ , filed with the letter of 



> as originally filed 

_ , filed with the demand 



U the of a Ration Wished for me purposes of international search (und er Rule 23 .(b)) ^ * 

U the language of publication of the international application (under Rule 48.3(b) 

U the Jjpp of the nation Wished for me purposes of ^ ^ ^ ^ 

| 3, a^JBaSS^ in the national application,' the international 

U contained in the international application in written form. 
LJ filed together with the international application in computer readable form 
LJ furn.shed subsequently to this Authority in written form. 
LJ furnished subsequently to this Authority in computer readable form. 
1 — I The statement that the subsequently furnished «^t*» n _ 

international application as filed\as been Tmfshed ^ d0eS BOt *° h ^ ond *• Closure in the 

U £2SS*- * »— » computer readable form is identical to the written sequence listing has 

1 4. □ TCe amendments have resulted in the cancellation of: 

I — I the description, pages 

I I the claims, Nos. 

□ the drawings, sheets/fig 



they have been considered to go 
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xnational application No. 
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SSf-SiT* U ." der ArtlC,C 35(2) Wkh rCgard t0 n ° VeIty ' inventive ste P or industriaI applicability; 
citations and ex planations supporting such statement wwuuy, 

Statement 

Novelty (N) 



Inventive step (IS) 



Industrial applicability (IA) 



Claims 
Claims 

Claims 
Claims 

Claims 
Claims 



1-11 



1-11 



1-11 



Citations and explanations 



YES 
NO 
YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 



The following document is considered the closest 
art : 



prior 



Dl: EP-A-0 133 669 (BASF AG) 6 March 1985 (1985-03-06) 

In the light of said document, the subject matter of the 
present application appears to be novel and to involve an 
inventive step (PCT Article 33(2) and (3)). 

As is stated in paragraph 4 of the applicant's letter of 
response of 13 September 2004, the two methods that are 
compared differ from one another in essential steps and, 
on account of the differences, the presently claimed 
method can also be deemed inventive with respect to Dl . 



FormPCT/IPEA/409 (BoxV) (January 1994) 



